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REMARKS 



Applicants thank the Examiner for the very thorough consideration given 
the present application. 

Claims 1-14 are now present in this application. Claims 1 and 8 are 
independent. 

Claims 1, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13 and 14 have been amended. Reconsideration of 
this application, as amended, is respectfully requested. 



Applicants thank the Examiner for considering the references supplied 
with the Information Disclosure Statements filed on October 9, 2003 and 
February 2, 2004, and for providing Applicants with an initialed copy of the 
PTO-1449 form filed therewith. 



Applicants have amended the claims in order to place the claims in 
better form. The claim amendments are not being made in response to any 
statutory requirement for patentability, and have not been narrowed in scope. 
Instead, the claims have been amended merely to recite the subject matter 
therein more clearly. 



Information Disclosure Citation 



Claim Amendments 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 



The Examiner rejected claims 1 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,335,548 to Roberts et al. (Roberts). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

A complete discussion of the Examiner's rejection is set forth in the 
Office Action, and is not being repeated here. 



While not conceding the appropriateness of the Examiner's rejection, but 
merely to advance prosecution of the instant application, Applicants 
respectfully submit that independent claim 1 has been amended to recite a 
combination of elements in a light-emitting diode including wherein a cavity of 
the concave inner surface of the case is filled with an accelerated curing epoxy 
resin and the reflection mirror is sandwiched between the case and said 
accelerated curing epoxy resin to form a sandwich structure. Applicants 
respectfully submit that this combination of elements as set forth in 
independent claim 1 is not disclosed or made obvious by the prior art of 
record, including Roberts. 

With regard to claim 1, the Examiner asserts that Roberts discloses a 
light-emitting diode comprising a case 204 having a concave portion 301, a 
metal reflection mirror on the concave portion 301, and a lead 210-211 to one 



Claim 1 
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end of which a light emitting element is attached, wherein a cavity of the 
concave portion 301 of the case 204 is filled with an accelerated curing epoxy 
resin 203 such as a clear epoxy or another thermal set material. More 
particularly, the Examiner asserts that the epoxy resin 203, the reflection 
mirror, and the case 204 are a sandwich structure. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

At the outset, it readily appears that asserted resin 203 does not fill the 
cavity of the concave inner surface 301 of the case 204 (see these three 
elements as shown in Figs. 16a and 16b of Roberts). Therefore, based on this 
distinction, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 is improper. 

Still further, the asserted reflection mirror of Roberts is not sandwiched 
between the case 204 and resin 203 to form a sandwich structure. In this 
regard, Roberts teaches a depression 301 (equated by the Examiner with a 
concave portion), which may be coated with a highly reflective coating (the 
Examiner's asserted reflection mirror) such as silver, etc. (see Roberts, col. 12, 
lines 11-12). However, it appears plainly from Figs. 16a and 16b that the 
asserted epoxy resin 203 is not inside of the depression 301. Rather, element 
203 is an outside perimeter structure , e.g., an encapsulant. Therefore, the 
asserted reflection mirror (highly reflective coating) of Roberts is not 
sandwiched between the encapsulant 203 and the case 204. Further, these 
three elements (203, 204, reflective coating) do not form any type of sandwich 
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structure. Therefore, based on this distinction, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 
102 is improper. 



Independent claim 8 has been amended to recite a combination of 
elements in a light-emitting diode manufacturing method including curing the 
epoxy resin to sandwich the reflection mirror between the accelerated curing 
epoxy resin and the case to form a sandwich structure. Applicants respectfully 
submit that this combination of elements as set forth in independent claim 8 is 
not disclosed or made obvious by the prior art of record, including Roberts. 

Roberts, argued above with respect to independent claim 1, fails to teach 
that a reflection mirror is sandwiched between an epoxy resin and a case. 
Therefore Roberts fails to teach the combination of elements recited in 
independent claim 8 including curing the epoxy resin to sandwich the 
reflection mirror between the accelerated curing epoxy resin and the case to 
form a sandwich structure. Hence, the rejection of claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102 is improper. 

Applicants therefore respectfully submit that the combinations of 
elements as set forth in independent claims 1 and 8 (as amended) are not 
disclosed or made obvious by the prior art of record, including Roberts, for the 



Claim 8 
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reasons explained above. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
art grounds of rejection are respectfully requested. 



Claims 1, 4, 8 and 11 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Suehiro (US 2002/0149942 Al). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

The Examiner asserts that a cavity of a concave portion of a case 8 of 
Suehiro is filled with an accelerated curing epoxy resin, wherein the epoxy 
resin, a reflection mirror 9, and a case 8 are a sandwich structure (Suehiro, 
paragraphs [0051]-[0053]). 

At the outset, the Applicants respectfully submit that Suehiro fails to 
teach a concave portion filled with an epoxy resin. In order to ascertain with a 
great degree of certainty whether the concave portion of Suehiro is filled with 
an epoxy resin, the Applicants' first direct this discussion to the locations of 
the case 8, the reflection mirror 9, and the epoxy resin 5 of Suehiro. Referring 
to Fig. 2B of Suehiro, the reflection mirror 9 and the case 8 are shown. 
However, Fig. 2B fails to show the location of the epoxy resin 5, that is, 
whether the epoxy resin 5 fills the case 8. 

In Fig. 2B, it appears that a light source 1 is installed at a distance from 
the reflecting mirror 9 and emits light which is reflected from the surface of 



Claims 1, 4, 8 and 11 
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reflection mirror 9 (see Fig. 2B). Epoxy resin 5 is restricted to the area of light 
source 1 . However, the exact location of the epoxy resin 5 is not clear from Fig. 
2B. Fig. 1A however, provides the exact location of the epoxy resin 5. 
Referring to paragraph [0051], referenced by the Examiner, Suehiro provides 
that the light-emitting element 2 and part of the leads are sealed with a 
transparent epoxy resin 5 . Referring to Figs. 1A and IB, it is seen that part of 
leads 3a and 3b are covered by epoxy resin 5. It also appears that part of the 
tiny light-emitting element 2 is covered by epoxy resin 5. From these figures, it 
is apparent that epoxy resin 5 is localized, and does not extend beyond the 
boundaries of a convex lens 6, which convex lens surrounds the tiny light- 
emitting element 2 (see Suehiro, paragraph [0038]). 

A complete perspective can be obtained by referring again to Fig. 2B. 
Here, the location of the entire light source 1 can be seen from the perspective 
of the case 8 and the light reflection mirror 9. Clearly, the epoxy resin 5 
(localized to light source 1) is not even near the cavity of the concave inner 
surface of case 8, let alone being capable of filling even a tiny portion of it. 

Applicants therefore respectfully submit that the combinations of 
elements as set forth in independent claims 1 and 8 are not disclosed or made 
obvious by the prior art of record, including Suehiro, for the reasons explained 
above. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this art grounds of 
rejection are respectfully requested. 
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Dependent Claims 



With regard to dependent claims 4 and 1 1 , Applicants submit that claims 
4 and 1 1 depend, either directly or indirectly, from independent claims 1 and 
8, which are allowable for the reasons set forth above, and therefore claims 4 
and 11 are allowable based on their dependence from claims 1 and 8. 
Reconsideration and allowance thereof are respectfully requested. 



Claims 3 and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Suehiro in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,976,877 to Thillays. 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

With regard to dependent claims 3 and 10, Applicants submit that claims 
3 and 10 depend, either directly or indirectly, from independent claims 1 and 
8, which are allowable for the reasons set forth above, and therefore claims 3 
and 10 are allowable based on their dependence from claims 1 and 8. 
Reconsideration and allowance thereof are respectfully requested. 



Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 



Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner states that claims 2, 5-7, 9 and 12-14 are objected to as 
being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if 
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rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and amy intervening claims. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the early indication of allowable 
subject matter in this application. However, claims 2, 5-7, : 9 and 12-14 have 
not been rewritten in independent form at this time, since it is believed that 
independent claims 1 and 8, from which these claims (depend, are allowable. 



Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the 
present application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Percy L. 
Square (Reg. No. 51,084) at the telephone number of the undersigned below, 
to conduct an interview in an effort to expedite prosecution in connection with 
the present application. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.17 and 1. 136(a), Applicants respectfully petition 
for a one (1) month extension of time for filing a response in connection with the 
present application. The required fee of $120.00 is enclosed. 



CONCLUSION 
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If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and 
future replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account 
No. 02-2448 for any additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§1.16 or 1.17; 
particularly, extension of time fees. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
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